Declassified in Part - Sanitize

g Declassified in Part - Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2012/0

PHILADELPHIA INQUIRER

12 SEPTEMBER 1982

I}

'—Mﬂitary game..

2/22 : CIA-RDP91-00561R000100040024-1

Scary leaks calculated to

- ——

By David Wood
Lot Angeles Times Semnce

WASHINGTON — During a break-:
fast session with reporiers recently.:
Gen. W. L. Creech, commander of the
Tactical Air Command, unexpectedly
disclosed that the Soviet Union had
developed three new fighter planes
that might out-perform the best
fighters currently in the US. arsenal.

The result was alarming headlines
in newspapers — and success for the
Air Force with a time-honored Wash-
ingion ploy: the calculaled jeak. .

Earlier. the Air Force had asked
Congress for $23 million in the fiscal
1983 budget 1o begin development of
& new-generation fighter. Classified
intelligence analyses of the new So-
viel threal had been available 10 key
members of Congress, but the re-
guest was in danger of falling victim
1o the pervasive budgel-cutuing mood
on Capitol Hill.

Two weeks afier Creech disclosed
the previously secret assessment of
the new Soviel aircrafi. however.
Congress voted 1o let the Air Force
go ahead with research and develop
meni for the US. fighter.

The incident illustrates a bureau-
crauic maneuver common enough in
the past but becoming ipcreasingly
prevalent since the Reagan adminis
tration took office: selective leaking
of intelligence and other informa-
tion 1o tilt decisions on imporiant
defense questions.

It is a trend that some military
analysis fear may friner away Penta-
gor credibility and belp dissolve na-
tional support for building a stron-
ger defense.

It always has been difficult, even
under the best of circumstances. 10
assess accurately the threat posed by
the Soviet Union or other potential
adversaries and to shape the budget
10 meet such challenges. And the
pressure from American military es-
1ablishments always has been tre
mendous.

Indeed. President Eisenhower and
Soviet Premier Nikita S. Khru-
shchev, according 10 the Soviet lead-
er's memoirs, glumly acknowledgzed

during informal talks at Camp David
23 years ago that neither was able t0
resist the demands of generals who
had intelligence reporis about what
the other side was believed 10 be
doing.

ironically, as US. intelligence
gathering and analysis have become
more sophisticated, the translatior.
of threat assessment into budget re-
ality has become more frantic.

Despite the Reagan administra-
tion's commitment 10 a five-year, $1.5
trillion increase in military spend-
ing. blossoming budget deficit pro-
jections have convinced Pentegon
planners that they should get new
weapons systems approved quickly,
before congressional support for big
defense budgets evaporates.

As the Air Force competes for
funds with the Navy and tbe Army,
defense analysts say, leaks bave be-
come more profligaie.

“In the oid days there were few
Jeeks. and tbere was always & BUY
{rom ibe FBI in my office the follow-
ing morning 1irying -0 find_ the
leaker,” says retired-Gen. Dansel O.
Graham. former bead of the De{énse
Intelligence Agency “(DIA). “Hell,
now it's gotten so rampant 1 gon’t
thipk they bother with that any-
more.” .

Briefings offered
Compounding the problem —for

Congress and the public is the gov:
ernment’s pencham for siamping
nearly all inielligence analyses “10p
secrel.” As @ resull. the editor o 2
respecied military journal says, inde-
pendent verification of leaks has be-
come more difficult.

The Pentagon does offer classified
briefings on such issves to members
of Congress. but the sessions are not

- pormally well atiended. And the pub-

lic has no access 10 such briefings,
which could give betier perspective
10 issues 1hat have been the subject
of selective lesks.
Even_experienced congressionsl

win weapons funding

siaff members with security clear

ances s2y 1hey 2re having increased
¢ifficulty digging information out of
the Pentagon. “You tend to go 10
your iriends over there,” one zide
savs. “The problem is that your
{riends 1end 10 share your ideology.
and sometimes 1 feel I'm not gerting 2

‘balanced picture.”

In 1he resuhiani-cavidron of Jezks
andé rumors, retional, calm and inde-
pendent thinking on defense ofien
gets short shrift. That s unfortunate
any time, but it has become more
perilous now for Two reasons:

First. the high technology in-
volved in modern weapons systems
has dramatically lengthened the
time i1 1akes 10 bring new weapons
from concept through production
1o use. The budget decisions Cop-
gress makes this fall will shape tbe
American defense posture well into
the 21st cenwery.

Second. because of 2 sjowdown in
gefense spending in tbe 1970s, doz-
ens of major weapons sysiems will ,
become obsolele within & few years.
Thus. the nation faces decisions now
on & wide variety of imporiant mili-
tzrv programs, ranging from the MX
missilc 10 the 600-ship Navy and 2
funczmente] re-equipping 2nd re
traiping of the Army,

Look for evidence

Between “selective” intellipence
lezks and the increesing classifice-
tion of thorough intelligence abe-
lyses, it is becoming -Clear tbal
milnery inelligence personpel tend
to Jook around for evidepce 10 Sup-
pon their causes.

It was precisely 10 avoid 1his prod
Jem thal the process of gatbering.
enalyzing and colisting inelligence
detz inio official “threal assess
ments' was cresied.

Under the sysiem, reports oo Sovi-
el military technology, weapons pro-
duciion. defense spending, strategy
end other subjects are analyzed by
the Cl4 and its Pentagon counier-
pari, the DIA, 25 well as by ‘Nayy,
Army =né Air Force imelligence
branches. This work then is gatb.
ere¢ into one Nationzl Intelligence
Esiimate.

The estimaie -is supposed 10 risc

sbove tbe institutional bizses of the
indivipnal services and inielligence
agencies.

But according 1o former and cur-
rent intelligence executives, the pro-
cess has gonen seriously skewed,'
with the more “eggressive” Dix gain-
ing an edge over the more IraCIOOD-
ally cautious ClA. i .

Greham, who 2s DIA direcior engi-
peered the agency’s rise ip infiuence
in the White House and natigzn! se-
curity circles, dates the beginsmg of
the DIA's ascendancy 10 thawarly
1670s, wben the ClA was widely criti-
cized for consisiently underestimat-
ing Soviet military power.
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